many regions including Taiwan and Korea were liberated from direct colonial governance by the Japanese Imperial Nationalism, but this did not result in the termination of colonial governance at all. Certainly colonial power relations were revised, but it did not mean that they ceased. In many parts of East Asia, new colonial regimes were introduced and institutionalized, often in the name of decolonization.
Many nation-states were born in East Asia during the few decades immediately after World War II. Many countries previously governed by the colonial suzerain states such as Japan, Great Britain, the Netherlands and France acquired territorial state sovereignty and were recognized as autonomous states. These newly independent states were officially allowed to behave as internationally accredited self-governing sovereignties in the diplomatic sense and to conduct their legislative and judiciary functions without the supervision of outside forces. In East Asia, countries such as Taiwan, South Korea, the Philippines and Japan were each treated as autonomous state sovereignties; however, they were constantly supervised and abetted by the United States of America, and linked to the collective security system, which served the framework of Pax Americana.
Pax Americana, which was gradually established among "free" countries in East Asia , however, was in fact productive rather than repressive or oppressive, and it helped produce some distinctively colonial systems of remote control, even though the United States policy makers deliberately disavowed the vocabulary of colonialism. The resultant colonial power relations introduced under the pretext of decolonization have been internalized by the subjugated inhabitants of American satellite countries and have constituted a so-called general public mentality, due to a habitus acquired through a cultural, social and educational milieu, both in the public and family spheres. What we cannot overlook with regard to this public mentality formed in East Asian countries after WWII is that the colonial relations thus implemented became a crucial part of their nationalisms. It is misleading to continue to endorse the simplistic assumption, often celebrated by anti-colonial nationalists, that nationalism is by design contradictory to colonialism; that national independence and colonial subjugation form a logical disjunction.
In contrast, what we witnessed among the American satellite countries in East Asia, was that every nationalism of Japan, South Korea, the Philippines, or Taiwan also served as a receptacle for colonial subjugation. We must never forget that national independence and imperial hegemony were in the past and are even now in complicity.
It is therefore essential to pay attention to the collusion of East Asian postwar nationalisms and the United States' global hegemony. Given such a colonial mentality, what has to be critiqued is the complex of aesthetics and epistemology which serve as conduits for East Asian nationalisms and Pax Americana. It would be important to engage with epistemic decolonization so as to disclose and analyze the fallacy of this previously assumed prejudice and value judgment. Having done so, it would be misleading to think that epistemic decolonization would be replacing one with another, such as denouncing European epistemology and substitute it with the Asian or African or Latin American epistemologies. Any traditional mode of epistemology could have its inherent power structure and hierarchical value judgments. Non-European or non-Western worlds also abound with cases of internal colonial oppression and exploitation, legitimized by their own traditional knowledge systems, such as Confucianism of the Chinese empires. Decolonization of our knowledge cannot be accomplished by subjugating ourselves, once again, to so-called traditional knowledge from which we have struggled to emancipate ourselves for generations in the endeavor for modernization.
Nowadays we are witnessing the gradual decline of the United States' global hegemony, a decline that could possibly be traced back to the 1970s and that seems to be accelerating, particularly during the Donald Trump presidency. From the 1950s, Pax Americana was enhanced by a number of United States' policies, including the introduction of new disciplinary institution called "area studies." In the twilight of Pax Americana are we going to face another orotundity of decolonization? Are we seeking new and "decolonized" forms of area studies? Whereas we will not give up the hope for decolonization, at the same time we are determined enough to be cautious about it. This is why we do not believe that our knowledge can be decolonized in and of itself. Decolonization must be undertaken in multiple contexts.
We should never overlook the fact that the disciplinary regimes of knowledge production are interwoven with the institutions of feeling and affect. The domains of knowledge and aesthetics are closely affiliated with one another.
Epistemic decolonization, therefore, is not enough because the aesthetic regime is even more persistent and undetectable than the knowledge system. The best example of aesthetic regime is the national community, whose internal bonds are created by various apparatuses of feeling, sympathy and antipathy. Some aesthetic regimens can be engineered, either through state propaganda in wartime or through daily mass media, public education, popular entertainment, literature, cultural events, artistic exhibitions and the cinema in peacetime. The result of such an aesthetic regime is that every individual's various nuance and levels of feelings, either physical or emotional, from a sense of honor, duty, justice, patriotism, aspiration, admiration or love, to one of shame, disgust, despise, indignance, anger and hatred, would constitute his or her modes of affective sensitivity that are shared collectively by fellow countrymen/women. Such feelings are closely associated to individual and collective memories from the past, thus function on the subconscious level and would arise prior to any voluntary action or moral judgment.
The strategic engineering and manufacturing of nationalist patriotic feelings and antagonistic sentiments against enemies can best be observed in the film industry during WWII. In the juxtaposition of the Japanese wartime film Dawn of Freedom and several Hollywood films on the Philippines during WWII, Takashi Fujitani brilliantly demonstrates how films illustrate the trans-imperial wars between Japan and the U.S., not only through competing in the circulation of their propaganda, dehumanizing enemies, exaggerating their atrocity and savagery, but also through eulogizing their own benevolent act of liberating the Philippines from the enemy's imperial domination and brutality, encouraging political self-determination, glorifying the spirit of self-sacrifice and liberty in both romance and freedom from racism. Though rivals on battlefields and in the film industries, these two empires share fundamental similarities in their disavowal of their own imperial expansionist ambitions, and they unwittingly prove to be allies as capitalist empires.
These wartime films were circulated and widely viewed, and thus could be seen as a metaphoric structuration of the operation of the aesthetic regime as well as the production of the particular modes of sensitivity. The reproduction and recurrence of wartime affective sensitivity can easily permeate among general public, and such sensitivity can thus be transmitted from generation to generation. In Hideto Tsuboi's analysis of Ōe Kenzaburō's fiction written in 1961, the writer's presentation of the anesthetized passion of suicide in the attempt to achieve communion with the "Pure Emperor" is sharply contrasted with the vulgarized physical action, with the flood of images of consumerism, stripped of the subject of speech. In this way, Ôe shows how everyday life of post-WWII Japan appeared to Yamaguchi Otoya, the terrorist who assassinated the leader of the Socialist Party in 1960. For Yamaguchi, the act of assassination was fantasized as an ecstatic escape from the mundane world of alienation in postwar Japan into an ultimate communion with the Pure Emperor in prewar, or eternal, Japan. Conversely Mayumo Inoue's analysis of the resurgence of popular and semi-academic nationalist discourse in contemporary Japan, highlighting two symptomatic instances: the thesis of "Ryukyu's independence" and the call to relocate U.S. military bases from Okinawa to mainland Japan, critiques the co-figuration of the Japan-Okinawa construction within the U.S.-led formation of nation-states in the AsiaPacific. To reverse the epistemological trap inherent in such discourse in which the nation-form is taken for granted, the author employs the contemporary Japanese artist Nema Satoko's photographic book Paradigm and argues that Nema's images of fragile bodies and objects in the present, link the past and this past's future, while exposing the co-existence of a feeling of shame and a posture of humility.
Different from Japan which switched from antagonistic total war in the Pacific War against U.S. to an intimate military and economic alliance with the U.S. in the post-war era, Taiwan and South Korea in the same period moved directly away from the colonial rule by Japan toward the dictatorships instructed by the United States. The affective sensitivity of Taiwanese society in the Cold War era was overlaid with multiple strata, traversed by the long process of Japanese acculturation, nationalist and anticommunist education by the KMT government, as well as the whole sale market of American capitalist consumerism and modernization. After all, Taiwan was known for the experimental field for modernization theory espoused by American area studies experts.
Approaching the project of decolonization from a different angle, Pei Jean Chen problematizes the construction of "love" in colonial and contemporary Taiwan and South Korea. She argues that the emergence of the notion of modern love in East Asia coincided with the introduction of Western civilization and the nationbuilding discourse. She further indicates that both the insistence on a normative social relation, that is, hetero-sexual marriage, propagated by religious groups, and the marriage movement by LGBTQ activists are equally captive to what the author terms "love unconscious" that is typically inherited from the colonial enlightenment legacy. To decolonize such a construction of normative love requires an effort to historicize the birth of such a colonial love.
In being similarly engaged with the project of decolonization of the aesthetic regime in Taiwan, Chun-yen Wang and Wei-Chih Wang take up the question of "body" as performed onstage in modern Taiwanese theater in the age of isolation from international relations. The first case focuses on a theatrical renaissance launched by Wu Jing-jyi in the 1980s, while the second focuses on Tian Chi-Yuan's experimental little theater in the 1990s. Both authors emphasize the fact that the Taiwanese "body," be it on stage or in daily life, is heavily inscribed by contemporary discursive contexts. The "open body" appraised by Wu Jing-jyi in fact owed much to his experience in LaMaMa E.T.C., an Off-Off-Broadway theater, in New York. The "expressive body" pursued by theater practitioners in the 1990s responds earnestly to the search for Taiwanese identities in the nativist movement. While historicizing and problematizing the practice of "body" on stage, however, both authors state that the theatrical stage works, through using various props and actions, even borrowing dramatic Western modes, managed to break away from the conventional confinement and nationalistic sentiments, and succeeded in presenting alternative spaces with different facets of local bodies in Taiwan.
The visual essay we included in this special issue is provided by contemporary Taiwanese artist Chieh Jen Chen. He employs 11 photos to illustrate the different historical periods of Taiwan that he has experienced and observed. These photographs range from 1954 to 2015, presenting his interpretations of the time of the Cold War/anti-communist/martial law period in Taiwan, through to the contemporary period of neoliberalism and global capitalism. For us, Chen's photographic images, like the other essays in this special issue, open up a different dimension of artistic and political intervention by unveiling the apparatus of imperial epistemology, and by confronting the aesthetic regimes that have penetrated the people's mind and body.
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